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Abstract Results & Discussion

In the United States, Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs) encourage neighboring
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landowners to coordinate their resource management practices, thereby improving overall

capacity of adaptation planning through increasing the effective sizes, latitudinal and Narth & oy 4 LART IR s VY H e
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elevational gradients, and connectivity of their individual management units. Focusing on such
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partnerships involving four major federal landowners in the contiguous US (Forest Service,
Bureau of Land Management, National Park Service, Fish and Wildlife Service), we show that:

1. Focal agencies can increase their capacity 2 to 200-fold by coordinating activities,

2. Roughly 83-99% of these gains are attained when individual management units partner with
just one other focal agency, and

BLM

3. Gains vary geographically by LCC among focal agencies and landscape metrics.

Results 1dentify strategic partnerships within an existing protected areas network that create
new and important opportunities for species to move geographically in response to climate

change. We 1llustrate how results are informative for LCC planning at both national and py Soutiatantt; é’
regional scales. Legend
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Map of the contiguous US with Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs; names in black labels), lands man- Agency units (%): 0 1 5.5 6-10 - 11-25 - 26 - 50 - 51 - 100

, aged by major federal agencies (USFS = US Forest Service, BLM = Bureau of Land Management, NPS = Na-
e tional Park Service, FWS = Fish & Wildlife Service), and other protected areas. Although important LCC part- LCCs and major large-scale partnership opportunities for increasing the effective size, latitudinal range, eleva-
M ot nerships undoubtedly exist among other landowners, the large-scale conservation opportunities afforded by tional range, and structural connectivity of individual management units. Results report the top 100 partnerships
| . e USFS, BLM, NPS, and FWS are foundational to understanding the value of local partnerships, and ultimately for each agency x metric, expressed as a percentage by LCC: (A-D) USFS, (E-H) BLM, (I-L) NPS, (M-P) FWS;
o 0 the adequacy of our existing protected areas network in promoting climate change adaptation. (A, E, I, M) size, (B, F, J, N) connectivity, (C, G, K, O) latitudinal range, (D, H, L, P) elevational range.
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LCCs are unique in how they have and will continue to experience climate change. Top left: Rate of change in % - / mean pe.rcentages ACross manage- Latitudinal Range Elevational Range
minimum temperature of the coldest month, 1980-2010 (°C/yr). Top right: Rate of change in annual precipita- 20 - 20 fnent units by agency. Gray aster- : ' T = 1 7
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Species are attempting to adapt to ongoing changes in climate through complex networks of

: : : : .. : with 1 to 3 inter-agency partners
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Partnership opportunities vary tremendously by landowner, both ideologically based on mission At maximum pa.rtn'ershlp potential (3 1nter—agency partners), thfz aV.erage effective sizes (?f In summary,.specnes require broad env1rogmental gradle.nts an.d large, connected areas 1f they

alignment, and also geographically at large-spatial scales based on the degree to which managemenF gnlts increase by 20-144x, gradients by 3-13x (latitudinal) and 2-4x (elevational), are to move in response to large-scale environmental drivers like climate change.

management decisions are centralized (e.g., federal agencies) vs. decentralized (e.g., county and connectivity by 26-200x. LCCs and major federal landowners can encourage these movements by developing strategic

governments) among individual management units. Most of these gains are attained when individual management units partner with just one other inter-agency partnerships.

We focus our analysis here on federal lands managed by the USFS, BLM, NPS, and FWS focal agency. The essence of these partnerships 1s simple: neighboring lands coordinate management

because these four agencies collectively mange c. 65% of conservation lands in the contiguous Hence, although fewer than 10% of focal agency units share borders with one another, practices across shared borders to increase the effective sizes, latitudinal and elevational

US (c. 35% of all area), share similar missions to protect natural resources, and thus have the considerable opportunities exist for single conservation partnerships to increase key landscape gradients, and connectivity of their individual management units.

' rtnershi L . ' ies’ abiliti in cli : . . . . .
potential to form strong, new partnerships under LCCs metrics that favor species’ abilities to track changes in climate i wvans sl el e amalyess 1o consider eiber landlommens, sl nd i Sie and prvaie.




